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REMARKS 



Claims 1-5S are pending. Claims 1-55 stand rejected. 

Typographical Errors 

Hie Applicant has amended claim 1 8 to replace "a stimulus" with "tire stimulus ' because 
a proper antecedent basis is established. 

Claims Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §101 

Claims 1 7-24 and 37.-4^ are r^jetcte*^ hy thft Office Acrinn iinHer '^S T S C § K 1 htvmw 
the claimed invention is alleged to be directed to non-statutory subject matt t. Regard ng claims 
17 and 32, the Office Action alleges that "logic*' may be directed to ^^adi ional transistor type 
logic'* or to '^e assertion, assimiptions, and operations that define what a program coes/* The 
Applicant has amended claim 1 7 to clarify what is being claimed by includir g compute r physical 
structure. For example, as ammded, "system" is clarified as a ^computer s /stem" ths t inchides 
'^a processor^' and "a memory that stores programming infomiation wider control of the 
processor." As amended, claim 17 pertains to "^a machine" that is "concrete thing, cojisisting of 
parts or of a certain devices and combinations of devices." (MPEP § 2106, paragraph I V,B.2(a).) 
Similarly, the Applicant has amended claim 32 as "a computer systen" that iicludes a 
^^processoT^' and '^a memory that stores programming information unJer control of. the 
processor." Claims 33-37 depmd fixmi claim 32 and thus include statutory subject mi iter for at 
least the above reasons. Thus, the Applicant requests reconsideration of claims 1 7 and : 2-37. 

Regarding claims 38-43, the Office Action alleges that the.clains are directed to a 
computer per se and that the software is not embedded on any type of tan jible medium." The 
Applicant has amended claim 38 as a "computer-readable medium that supports an tnierface for 
providing a computer implemented training session" that includes "displayir g a navigj tion bar'*, 
"positioning a first frame for displaying an image presentation', "depictini a first te::t box for 
displaying multiple choice questions relating to the presentation", ^'illustraing a sec<ind frame 
for displaying a transcript of the training session including the questions se.ected froi i the first 
text box and answers generated based on the questions", and "displaying a second te:ct box for 
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illustrating comments entered by the user during the training session and for lispkying 
assumptions and information on how to validate the assumptions." Cla:tn 38, as amended, 
includes statutory subject matter. Claims 39-43 depend from claim 38 aid includt stadatory 
subject matter for at least the above reasons. Thus, the Applicant requesrs reconsiceraticn of 
claims 38-43. 

Regarding claims 18-24, the Office Action alleges that "the claimed methoc does not 
apply, involve, use» or advance the technological arts." The Applicant has amended c aim 1,8 to 
include the feature of '^presenting a first portion of the stimulus to a user, the stimiilus being 
associated yntb a training objective of the training session" and '*provi«ling feedback to the 
user adapted to identify how the user's reaction was based on the assum 3tion, the feedback 

bdiig assucialcil wlUi Uic Iralulug ubjcviivi; iff Uie iratlulug sesyluii." CJniphttsls iddcd.) Ill 

order for a computer-related process to be statutory subject matter, ^^e clai: ned proccis must be 
limited to a practical application of the abstract idea or mathematicil algorithm in the 
technological arts," (MPEP § 2106, paragraph IV,B.2.b.iiO Moreover. "A :laim is United to a 
practical application when the method, as claimed, produces a concrete, tangible <nd useful 
result." (MPEP § 2106, paragraph IV.B^2.b.ii.) As admitted by the Oflici Action, the recited 
steps present information to the user, obtains responses (reactions) firom Ehe user, ecord the 
responses (reactions), and present more information to the user in the fc:in of feeiback. As 
stated, the process is clearly concrete and tangible. Moreover, the Applican has amended claim 
18 to include "the stimulus being associated with a training objective of the i raining se;sion^ and 
''the feedback being associated with the training objective of the training session" i i order to 
better clarify the useful result of the claimed invention. Thus, the claimed method i; concrete, 
tangible, and useful and thus includes statutory subject matter. Moreover, claims 19-:l4 depend 
from claim 1 8 and include statutory subject matter for the above reasons. Th 3 Applicai t requests 
reconsideration of claims 1 8-24. 

Claims Rejections - 3S U.S.C. §112 

Claims 1-17 arc rejected by the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. 11*, second ]»aragiaph. 
The OfRce Action further alleges that "the limitation 'wherein the cortputer im] demented 
training session shows the user to validate assumptions. This limitation is un^'lear. This limitation 
has been grouped with the step of outputting feedback to the user, but does n Dt appear io actually 
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be related to the feedback/* Regarding claim 1, Ae Applicant has amended claim 1 to include 
the feature of "ou^utting feedback ba^ on the stimuli and responses, ^ herein the feedback 
relates to appropriate assumptions and information on how to valid ite the appropriate 
assumptions and is associated with prompting the user of a necessity to valid ite the ass imptions" 
so that the feature is related to the feedback in order to clarify what is being cla med. For 
example, the present specification discloses (Paragraph 89): 

The virtual coach may give the user feedback on the options th^t they cbise 
throughout the scenarios and prompt the user of the necessity to validate he 
assximptions that were mada The virtual coach then prompts tlie learner to 
practice validating their assumptions in part two of the trairing, namely 
'Validation*. 

Hie above feature is definite and is in accordance with 35 U.S.C. 112 second jiaragraph. 
Similarly, the Applicant has amended claim 9 to include ^'a code segtnent for )utputting 
feedback based on the stimuli and responses, wherein the feedback reates to appropriate 
assumptions and information on how to validate the appropriate assumptio is and i$ issodated 
with prompting the user of a necessity to validate the assumptions." Alsc , the Applicant has 
amended claim 17 to include 'logic fbr outputting feedback based on the st muli and responses, 
wherein the feedback relates to appropriate assumptions and information or how to v{ Jidate the 
appTY)priate assimiptions and is associated with prompting the user of a nec sssity to v:ilidate the 
assumptions." Also, claims 2-8 and 10-16 depend firom claims 1 and 9. Fhus, the Applicant 
requests reconsideration of claims 1-17. 

Claims 25-3 1 are rejected by the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. §11::, second j laragraph. 
Regarding claim 25, the Office Action refers to the preamble reciting oomputei program 
embodied on a computer readable medium for providing a computer iriplemente<l training 
session ... the training session comprising:". To clarify what is being claime d, the App licant has 
amended claim 25 to include the preamble reciting^ ''A computer progrmi embo^lied on a 
computer readable medium for providing a computer implemented taining session for 
identifying a user's assumptions in light of a reaction to a stimulus, the computer pro£jam 
comprising!*". Claims 26-31 depend from claim 25. Thus, the Applicant is lequesting 
reconsideration of claims 25-31. 
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Double Patentiiig 

The Office Action rejects claims 1 and 9 under the judicially created dDctrine of 
obviousnes9*type double patenting as being unpatmtable over claims 9 and 20 of U.S. 
6,736,642. The Applicant is filing a tominal disclaimer in a separate paper. Thus, the Applicant 
is requesting reconsideration of claims 1 and 9. 

Claims Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-3, 6, 8-U, 14, 16, and 17 are rejected by the Office Act on under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 5,616,033 (Kenvin). Regarding claim , the clain includes 
the features of "allowing the user to enter assumptions tiiat form a basi: of flie re sponses*', 
and "outputting feedback based on the stimuli and responses, wherein the feedback relates to 
appropriate assumptions and information on how to validate the cq>propriite assum:)tions and 
is associated with prompting the usar of a necessity to validate the assut iptions." i En4>hasis 
added.) The Office Action alleges that Kerwin teaches an educational sys em that illowjs the 
user to enter an assumption that forms that [the] basis for the response and ways to v didate the 
assumption (the user enters a narrative response)." It appeaz? that the Offi :e Action is relating 
the "narrative response" to **an assumption-" For example, referring to FIG 2A, Kcn sdn shows 
steps 23 (Trainee prepares and records narrative solution). However, )ther thai possibly 
recording the narrative, Kerwin does not teach or even suggest any ftirther interactio i with the 
trainee that utilizes ttie entered narrative as per step 23 » For example, step 29 (Discu ssion) and 
step 32 (Explanation) do not utilize the entered nairative from step 23 in : ny way, 1 lence, the 
entered narrative (assumptions) has no relationship to any responses ftotn • he trainee or to any 
feedbadc to the trainee. 

Similarly, claim 9 includes "a code segment for allowing the user i d enter as iumprions 
that form a basis of the responses" and "a code segment for outputting fcidback ba'ed on the 
stimuli and responses, wherein die feedback relates to appropriate assumptiDns and irformation 
on how to validate the appropriate assumptions and is associated with prompting the user of a 
necessity to validate the assumptions." Also, claim 17 includes "logic for xllowing tie user to 
enter assumptions that fonn a basis of the responses" and "logic for outpu'.ting feedback based 
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on the stimuli and responses, wherein the feedback relates to appropriate assumptions and 
infonnation on how to validate the ^>propriate assumptions and is associatec with proriptitxg the 
user of a necessity to validate the assumptions.** Moreover, claims 2-3, 6, 10-11, 14, and 16 
depend from claims 1 and 9. Thus, claims 2-3, 6, 8-11, 14, 16, and 17 are r ot anticipated for at 
least the above reasons. The Applicant requests reconsideration of claims -3, 6, 8-11, 14. 16, 
and 17. 

Claims rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 4, 5, 12, and 13 are rejected the Office Action under 35 U.!..C. 103(ai as being 
unpatentable over Kerwin in view of US 6,155,840 (Sallette). Claims 4, 12, and 13 of the 
present application depend from independent claims 1 and 9. Referring to c laim 1 , as discussed 
above, Kerwin does not teach at least the features of "allowing the user to er ter assumjitions that 
fomi a basis of the responses" and "outputting feedback based on the sti nuli and 'esponses, 
wherein the feedback relates to appropriate assumptions and information or how to validate the 
appropriate assumptions and is associated with prompting the user of a nec4:ssity to validate the 
assumptions." Claim 9 has been similarly amended. Moreover, neither Sallettt nor the 
combination of Kerwin and Sallette teaches or even suggests these features. The Applicant 
requests reconsideration of claims 4, 5, 12, and 13, 

Claims 7 and 15 are rejected by the Office Action as being unpatenl ible over :Cerwin in 
view of US 5,791,907 (Ramshaw), Claims 7 and 15 depend from indepenc ent claim,; 1 and 9. 
Referring to claims 1 and 9, as discussed above, Kerwin does not teach the 1 samres of 'allowing 
the user to enter assumptions that torm a basis ot tne responses" and "outputing leedbaclc Ceased 
on the stimuli and responses, wherein the feedback relates to appropriate assumptions and 
information on how to validate the appropriate assumptions and is associatec with proi ipting the 
user of a necessity to validate the assumptions." Moreover neither Ramshaw nor the co nbination 
of Kerwin and Ramshaw teaches or even suggests these features. The Applican requests 
reconsideration of claims 7 and 15. 

Claims 38-55 are rqccted by the Office Action under 35 U.S. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sallette in view of US 6,091,930 (Mortimer). Regarding clairi 38, the 
Applicant has amended the claim to include the features of "illustrating a second frame for 
displaying a transcript of the training session including the questions selectc d from th<; first text 
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box and answers generated by a user based on the questions" and ''displaying a second text box 
for illustrating comments ent^ed by the user during the training sessior and for displaying 
assumptions and infonnation on how to validate the assumptions, wherein the assumptions 
form a basis of the answers /' (Emphasis added.) For example, tfie amendrient is supported by 
the present specification (Paragraph 1 1): 

A system, method and article of manxifacture are disclosed which implement a 
training session for training a user to validate assumptions. Firs:, a plurality 
stimuli arc presented to a user in the context of a simulation. The user is tl en 
prompted to enter responses to the stimuli which are subsequently n corded, llie 
user is then allowed to enter assumptions that form a basis of the resp onses, Nc xt, 
the user is prompted to enter infonnation on how to validate the assumptitms 
which is subsequently received. Feedback is then outputted based cn the stiiruli 
and responses. Such feedback relates to appropriate assumptions an« I informat on 
on how to validate the appropriate assumptions. As an option, the feedback n ay 
be finther based on a number of assumptions entered. 

As admitted by the Office Action, "Sallette does not specifically tea^;h 'a second text for 
illustrating comments entered by the user during the training session'". The i )fficc Action further 
alleges (Page 8, second paragraph): 

Mortimer teaches a customizable interactive textbook used for the pi esentation of 
material in an educational environment- This includes ft notes modjle, whicl^ is 
described in col. 17: 46-+- with particular attention to col. 18: 25-i9. The notes 
section including assumptions and infonnation on how to validate tht assumptions 
is equated to col. 18: 43-59. 

While the cited teaching of Mortimer may teach the entering of notes by a student, Mortimer 

doec not teach or ov«n suggest ''dieplajang us sumptions and information or how to v tlidate the 

assumptions, wherein the assumptions form a basis of the answers." Mortii ler appeais to teach 

interaction from a professor to a student but does not teach any interaction from the student to 

the professor. The teachings of Mortimer do not even suggest generating ai swers because ihere 

is no communication path from the student to the professor. Thus, claim 38 is patentable over 

Sallette and Mortimer. 

Similariy» the Applicant has amended claim 44 to include the featu-es of 'Illustrating a 
second frame for displaying a transcript of the training session including tte questior s selected 
from the first text box and answers generated by a user based on the questior s" and "di splay ng a 
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second text box for iUustratiiig comments entered by the user during the tra^ ning sessi- m and for 
displaying assumptions and infoimation on how to validate the assumptions, wherein the 
assun«)tions form a basis of flie answers." Also, the Applicant has amradec claim 50 to include 
flie features of "a code segment for illustrating a second frame for displayii g a transcript of the 
training session including tiie questions selected from the first text box and a nswers geiierated by 
a user based on the questions" and "a code segment for displaying a second text bo?: for 
illustrating comments entered by the user during the training session and for lisplaying 
assumptions and infonnation on how to validate the assumptions, wherein tie assump ions form 
a basis of the answers." Moreover, claims 39-43, 45-49, and 51-55 depend from claisQS 38, 44. 
and 50 and are patentable for at least the above reasons. Thus, the Applican requests 
reconsideration of claims 38-55. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Applicant respectively requests that the Examiner consider ihe amoidaieatsi for 
allowance of the claims. 

Respectfully $ub nitted, 



Date: November 30, 2004 



By: 



Kenneth F. SmoKk 
Registration No. 44,344 
Banner & Wrrc dff, Ltd. 
10 South Wacke: Drive 
Suite 3000 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Telephone: 312 463-5000 
Facsimile: 312 463-5001 
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